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Rights Practices,’’ including the report
for 1994, and the United Nations Human
Rights Commission in Geneva, Switzer-
land, has annually condemned Cuba for
its gross violations of human rights.
We salute such condemnation.

We also are aware of the deliberate
sinking of the tugboat 13th of March
which this House of Representatives
unanimously condemned which re-
sulted in the deaths of 40 people, that
incident, including over 20 children. In
congressional testimony the Secretary
of State has stated that the sinking
demonstrated the brutal nature of the
Castro regime. How does the U.S. Gov-
ernment intend to ensure the rights of
individual dissidents, of human rights
activists, of former political prisoners,
and other objectors to the Castro dicta-
torship with legitimate claims to polit-
ical asylum if they are picked up at sea
and returned automatically to Cuban
officials? Will there be any form of INS
personnel on board, or where will they
be taken to process their political asy-
lum cases? Those questions remain un-
answered.

Under Secretary Tarnoff suggests the
Cuban dictatorship can be trusted. Yet
it is my understanding that a group of
20 Cuban nationals who recently were
deported by the Government of Belize
to Cuba have been detained in Cuba by
Castro’s security forces. How can you
ensure that Cubans whom the United
States repatriates will be treated dif-
ferently and that they will not suffer
retribution? Can you be certain they
will be able to keep their jobs, ration
cards, apartments, and any personal ef-
fects that they put at risk upon leav-
ing? What further ability will U.S. staff
have to monitor the increasing flow to
the U.S. Interest Section? I do not be-
lieve we have that capacity. And what
is the State Department’s position and
this administration’s position regard-
ing Cuban law which was reinstated
after the September 9, 1994 accords
which forbids illegal exit from the
country? It is my understanding that
under that Cuban law, people who flee
the country are considered as having
created a crime punishable as treason.
If the law is in effect, how is it possible
to believe that repatriated Cubans will
not suffer under said law?

Finally, we stated, this administra-
tion has stated and the Secretary of
State has stated, that we want to fos-
ter change in Cuba. But if change is
ever to come to Cuba, the human
rights activists, the dissidents, and po-
litical prisoners who are willing to risk
their lives under a brutal dictatorship
must know that political asylum is
available to them in the United States,
and I do not believe the State Depart-
ment has the necessary safeguards to
ensure that those who fight for demo-
cratic change can acquire political asy-
lum if their lives are in danger.

That is the reality of this policy that
is forthcoming. The fact of the matter
is that we could have sought the family
reunification we seek to do with the
people in Guantanamo, saved the tax-

payers a million dollars a year, and not
have negotiated with the Castro dicta-
torship in violating basic tenets of
human rights, one, that we are a signa-
tory to, the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, which is to ensure that
people have the right to freely leave
their country.
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And in our case, in our own immigra-
tion law, to ensure that those who
truly have a case for political asylum
can purport it. The fact of the matter
is this policy simply does not create
that possibility, and in fact it dooms
those who are political dissidents,
human rights activists, the people who
could make change in Cuba to knowing
that the United States has closed their
door on them.

It is a sad day in our history.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. RAHALL addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
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THE CLEAN WATER ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
discuss the Clean Water Act and the re-
authorization that the House will begin
to consider tomorrow and for the re-
mainder of this week.

The Clean Water Act, as we know it,
in my opinion, and the resources it pro-
tects are in jeopardy pursuant to this
reauthorization that we are about to
consider tomorrow.

In the committee process, waivers
and exemptions have been expanded
while bill-strengthening amendments
repeatedly met with defeat, and the re-
sult of this legislation which we begin
with tomorrow, H.R. 961, in my opin-
ion, will be deterioration of over 20
years of clean water efforts, efforts
that have successfully moved us in the
direction of fishable, swimmable wa-
ters.

With H.R. 961, esoteric costs and ben-
efits will rule the day at the expense of
human health and safety and protec-
tion of invaluable natural resources. If
H.R. 961, Mr. Speaker, as it now exists,
is passed it will be more difficult, in
my opinion, to explain to my constitu-
ents and others why they cannot fish in
local streams, why they are losing
business due to beach closings and
other reductions in recreation and
tourism, and why their property values
have decreased or why their drinking
water is not usable.

I would hope over the next few days,
as the number of amendments are pro-
posed on the House floor that would
seek to strengthen the Clean Water Act
and reauthorization and bring back, if

not improve, the existing law, that we
would see many of our colleagues join
in targeting a number of detrimental
provisions of H.R. 961, of which I would
like to list a few.

One is the existing waivers for com-
bined sewer overflows and industrial
pretreatment. Another is ocean dis-
charge in place of full secondary treat-
ment. Another is the loss of wetlands
protection, the abolition of the coastal
zone nonpoint source program, the ero-
sion of the Great Lakes initiative, the
elimination of the EPA from dredged
material disposal decisions, insuffi-
cient enforcement and lack of citizen
rights provisions.

Mr. Speaker, if I could just read some
sections of an article that appeared in
the New York Times on April 2 which
outlines some of the problems with
H.R. 961. It says, and I am reading from
sections, that the Clean Water Act of
1972, the existing bill, has done much
to make America’s water fishable and
swimmable. Experts in both parties re-
gard it as the most successful of the
environmental mandates passed in
Congress since Earth Day 1970. How-
ever, the new provision we are about to
consider tomorrow in H.R. 961 blasts so
many holes in this law it is hard to
know where to begin. Basically, they
would demolish the underlying strat-
egy of the original act. The 1972 law
conceded it was impossible to measure
the dollar benefits of clean water
against the costs of cleaning it up. So,
in fact, if industry was instructed to
use the best available technology to
control pollution, even though that
may not be the perfect answer, it has
worked.

The new law, by contrast, would
postpone any further improvement in
water quality unless it could be pro-
vided the benefits in health, swim-
mable, fish stocks are worth the cost.
That means monetizing the value of a
cleaner environment, a nearly impos-
sible process.

The bill that we are going to consider
this week would relax national water
quality standards, provide certain in-
dustries with further exemptions from
whatever laws remain on the books,
and make voluntary a program that
now requires States and cities to con-
trol storm water pollution. Not least,
it would reverse a 25-year effort to pre-
serve diminishing wetlands. Scientists
now estimate there are 100 million
acres of wetlands remaining in the
United States, doing what the wetlands
do so well, filtering pollutants an nour-
ishing organisms essential to the food
chain.

By drastically narrowing the defini-
tion of what a wetland is, the bill
would make millions of acres available
to developers and the oil and gas indus-
try.

In brief, the bill we are about to con-
sider would make it much easier for
polluters to pollute.

Mr. Speaker, I have to decry this leg-
islation because I know for the last 7 or
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